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ABSTRACT

AN EXAMINATION OF NAVAL SURFACE FIRES IN SUPPORT OF FUTURE
AMPHIBIOUS ASSAULT OPERATIONS by LCDR John G. R. Wilson, USN,
Surface Varfare, 63 pages.

The conduct of amphibious varfare has evolved since
Vorld Var II. Evolution of wvarfare has transformed the style
of amphibious operations from attrition to that of maneuver.
Transformation of amphibious warfare encouraged the
development of the amphibious over—-the-horizon assault
technique, a procedure which requires nev technological
innovations for its successful execution. To determine if
sufficient fire support assets exist to support this form of
mnodern wvarfare, this monograph examines the doctrines of
anphihious varfare and naval surface fire support.

This work initially examines and establishes the utility
of amphibicus warfare using evidence and principles espoused
by the classical military. naval., and maritime theorists.
Next. three historical examples are examined to demonstrate
the validity of current amphibious warfare and fire support
doctrine. Then, current doctrine is presented. Finally, the
current and future elements of naval surface fire support are
exanined to determine wvhether sufficient assets exist to
support over-the—-horizon amphibious support operations. This
analysis is conducted using the criteria of "necessary and
sufficient,” "suitable, feasible, and acceptable," and
"affordable.”

Based on the analysis conducted, current naval surface
fire support assets are capable of supporting over-the—
horizon assault operations if sufficient planning time is
provided to adequately develop and refine the individual
cruise anissile aissions. This planning systea, as currently
configured, is awkwvard and not capable of responding to
eaergent battlefield requirements aud extenuating
circunstances. This planning system requires an upgrade to
reduce the required planning time to construct and implement
fire support and make fires more responsive in the support of
the landing force commander.
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INTRODUCTION
The practice of amphibious warfare dates to around 1250

B.C.! *The 'face which launched a thousand ships' from
Mycenaes to Troy also launched an invasion of 100.000 men, a
full-scale [opposed] beach landing, and the successful
recovery of a defined objective: Helen herself.*? Thucydides
recognized the difficulties posed by an amphibious operation
wvhen in 425 B.C. he noted that:

Athenians . . . wvho knov from experience all about landing

from ships on foreign shores and how impossible it is to

force a landing if the defenders stand firm and do not

give way through fear of the surf or the irlghtenzng

appearance of the ships as they sail in . .
More recently. the esighteenth century Englishman Thomas M.
Molyneux identified the continued value of this style of
varfare vhen he observed that an amphibious operation., vhen
carefully prepared and executed vith surpriss, "comes like
thunder and lightning to some unprepared part of the world. "¢
The maintenance of an amphibiocous capability remains important
to this day vhen one examines a globe and recognizes that:

vith a fev exceptions (such as the United States [and the‘

Soviet Union])., the bulk of capital wealth, technological

fahric., and urban population centers are located within 50

miles of seas and oceans. In fact, nearly half of the

world's man-made assets are found within 20 niles of its

beaches .3

As a maritime nation, the United States regards the sma

azs an asset to those nations able to exploit its advantages.
The sea lines of communication that the nineteenth century

American naval theorist Captain Alfred Thayer Mahan

enphasized in his works remain a touchstone for our modern




naval forces. Afloat Marine amphibious forces represent a
most ready and responsive aspect of our nations forced entry
capability. This ability represents an impressive threat
vhen one considers the area of a coast made vulnerable by the
presence of an amphibious task faorce. Such a force "400
nautical niles off the East coast of the United States, as an
exanple, could threaten a 1000 aile coastline extending from
New York City to Cape Canaveral within a 24-hour period."$
Opponents of amphibious varfars, hovever, argue that it

iz an anachronisa. They propose the lack of a combat
anphibious landing since the Inchon assault during the Korean
Conflict as evidence of its demise, even though “the absence
of large-scale amphibious operations may be testimony to the
Marine Corps' very capacity to conduct them."’ This
controversial debate pits:

the Navy's view of maritime strategy primarily against the

extreme continentalist school-—those wvho would subordinate

mnost other strategic considerations to land defense of

Vestern Europe.?

¥ith the apparent easing of the threat in Europe. the

Secretary of the Navy states that "we must shift the
objective of our national security strategy from containing
the Soviet Union to maintaining global stability."® Thus, the
traditional bi-polar nature of world stability has shifted to
a aulti-polar situation in the wvake of Soviet disintegrationm.
The resultant power vacuua has encouraged regional powers.
freed from the yoke of superpover restraint, to *grasp the

opportunity to assert themselves over their less powerful




neighbors to enhance their wealth and prestige."!® The recent
Iraqgqi aggression in Kuwvait is evidence of this premise.

To curb acts of this nature, President Bush outlined
future U. S. defense policy based on the major elements of
deterrence. farvard presence. and crisis response. !!
Deterrence represents the cornerstons of this policy and
mandates that a sufficient and credible force dissuade
potential adversaries from contemplated aggression against
U. S. national interests.i? Amphibious warfare has a
significant deterrent value. This worth is derived from the
ability to demonstrate national political and ailitary will
in close proximity to adversarial nations. without the actual
irreversible commitment of military force.!® The inherent
mobility of amphibious forces makes them flexible and
versatile. The "ability to launch a tactical landing force
from the ssavard flank, [represents] an attractive component
of [the] maritime capability. "M

The amphibious wvarfare capability of the United States
supports this policy of deterrence and the mnilitary strategic
concepts of forvard presence and crisis response.!® This
varfare skill may not, however, offer as attractive an option
nov as it has in the past. Proliferation of precision-guided
anti-ship weapons represents a thrsat to amphibious shipping.
Many nations also possess access to near-real-tiae
information and intelligence gathering assets. The potential

to acquire and kill amphibious ships prior to the initiation




of an assault questions the feasibility of future landings of
this type.® It must be noted., however, that "no potential
adversary of the United States has the ailitary vherewithal
to defend every mile of national coastline."V Providing that
an eneay nation possesses a large coastline, the mobility of
an amphibious force maintains the element of surprise. This
sleamnt iz necessary if an amphibious force is to avoid
detection and destruction by sophisticated systems.!$

This nation invests heavily to maintain its aaphibious
capability. Although the number of ships in commission will
decline from 559 to 476 between 1987 and 1992, the number of
amphibious ships will decline at a lesser rate from 64 to 62.
Between fiscal years 1991 and 1993, the Navy intends to
procure 88 Marine Corps aircraft., 24 lLanding Crafts Air-
cushioned (ILCACs)., and 4 ships to support this amphibious
capability. The Navy further intends to spend nearly $37.5
billion dollars on Karine Corps operations during fiscal
years 1990 to 1993.1 Thus, Congress and the Navy remain
committed to an amphibious assault capability. Whether or
not this is a wvise choice remains the subject of heated
debate. A retired Marine colonel recently stated that "one
either accepts the premises of the maritime strategy and its
corollary long-tera requirement for an amphibious capability,
or one does not."® |

The purpose of this monograph, then., is not to debate

the feasibility of amphibious warfare, but rather to accept




its conduct as a mission for the Navy, examine its likely
conduct, and comment on the manner in vhich surface naval
fire support can buttress these amphibious veantures. The
basic research question addressed is: Are current naval
surface fires sufficient to support future opposed amphibious
assault operations?

The aethodology used to answer this question involves an
exanination of the theoretical foundations of amphibious
varfares. Additionally. historical examples of amphibious
operations will be reviewed to shed light on the importance
of naval surface fire support in past amphibious operations.
The evolution of current and future amphibious warfare and
its associated naval surface fire support doctrine will be
considered. The capability to support amphibiocus warfare
with naval surface fire support will be scrutinized. These
examinations wvill be conducted using the criteria of
"necessary and sufficient,” “"suitable., feasible and
acceptable, " and "affordable.” Finally, conclusions vill be
drawvn and the monograph will be completed with a discussion
of implications for future amphibious operations.

THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS

The “classical”’ theorists wrote little about amphibious
operations and their support. Collectively, their work
provides a foundation for the understanding of the conduct of
mnodern varfare, including amphibious operations. Although

none of these theorists vitnessed such an operation, the




military thinkers Clausewitz and Jomini lived during a period
in ehich a major amphibious assault was conteaplated.
Sun Tzu. a Chinese theorist who wvrote between 400 and
320 B.C..2 noted many of the foundations of warfare. His
premise that "all varfare is based on deception*®2 was
complemented by his exhortation to “"attack wvhere he is
unprepared: sally out vhen he does not expect you.*?® This
combination of the principles of deception and surprise wvere
suggested by Sun Tzu to encourage exploitation of defensive
veaknesses. The Iragi scheme during the Gulf Var illustrated
inherent weaknesses identified by Sun Tzu centuries earlier.
He cautioned that:
if he prepares to the front his rear will be weak., and if
to the rear, his front will be fragile. If he prepares to
the left, his right will be vulnerable and if to the
right, there will be few on his left. And when he
prepares everyvhers he will be weak sveryvhere.?
Veaknesses, howvever, cannot be exploited without the
assistance of information and intelligence.
Knowledge of defensive arrangements is critical to the
execution of an offensive operation. Sun Tzu warned:
know the enemy and knov yourself. in a hundred battles you
vill never be in peril. Vhen you are ignorant of the
eneay but know yourself, your chances of winning or losing
are equal. If ignorant both of your enemay and of
yourself, you are certain in every battle to be in peril.2?S
Of perhaps greater importance than intelligence in the
conduct of offensive operations is the principle of speed.
Combined wvith surprise, Sun Tzu explained that "speed is

the essence of var. Take advantage of the enemy's




unpreparedness; travel by unexpected routes and strike hinm
vhere he has taken no precautions.*?® Commanders should
consider the concern Sun Tzu illuminated vhen he cautionad
that "invincibility lies in the defense: the possibility of
victory in the attack."?

The nineteenth century German Karl von Clausewitz
agreed. Clausewitz belisved that "defense is the stronger
fora of saging war."#® To overcome this strength, Sun Tzu
championed the application of maneuver through the use of
"the extraordinary and the normal forces. The force which
confronts the enemy is-nornal; that wvhich goes to his flanks
the extraordinary."?® Sun Tzu also recognized that maneuver
is not the commander's panacea. He forewvarned that “"nothing
is more difficult than the art of maneuver . . . both
advantage and danger are inherent."3

The nineteenth century Frenchman Antoine Henri Jomini, a
contemporary of Clausewitz, was influenced by Sun Tzu's
analyses. The first of modern theorists to vrite about
amnphibious operations, Jomini termed them "descents.” He
exanined the only amphibious operation contemplated during
his life, Napoleon's proposed invasion of England.?! Jomini
noted the challenge of amphibious operations. and believed
that all other maritias expaditions represented lesser
challenges. He sawv Napoleon's failure to execute this

planned landing in England as a great loss to posterity.3?




Nevertheless Jomini, in the absence of example for the
conduct of successful amphibious operations, exarined the
problea and offered guidance. Jomini agreed with Sun Tzu on
the importance of deception and surprise,® and he understood
the impact of firepover and the sffects of fires froam naval
guns on the conduct of amphibious operations.3

Jomini recognized the difficulty of getting an
amphibious assault force ashore. Modern commanders, faced
wvith the same dilemma, have sought to apply the principle
which Jomini believed to be the most paramount in war, the
principle of mass. Jomini believed the principle fundamental
to all operations of war was to throwv the mass of an aray on
the "decisive points” in a theater.

Jomini defined "decisive points”" as "points the
possession of which would give the control of . . . the
center of the chief lines of communication in a country, "3
and fully recognized that their identification represented a
challenge. If these points could be identified, Jomini felt
that the art of var consisted of constructing a "line of
operations” through these points. The construction of a plan
to support this "line” wvas fundamental to campaign planning.%

Therefore, the correct choice of landing site in an
aaphibious operation depends on choosing a position that
gives one advantage over a decisive point or a line that
links decisive points. Joaini, however, deterained that this

choice vas not sufficient to ensure victory. He believed the




norale of the armnies and nations were of paramount importance
and the ingredients wvhich made victories decisive. Jomini
concluded his argqument with the bemlief that the attacker
possessed the moral advantage over the defender.?? Thus,
vhile theorists argusd that defense was the stronger fara of
var, the uncertainty of landing site location and tiaing of
the attack gave the attacker a possible advantage to exploit.

These thoughts, however, failed to link land and naval
varfare theory. This shortfall became evident vhen the
nineteenth century American theorist Alfred Thayer Mahan
vrote of var at sea. Mahan's theory represented a separate
thought pattern., and vieved naval and land warfares as
unrelated and distinctly separate disciplines of war.®

The twentieth century theorist Sir Julian Corbett
attempted to correct this disparity and clarified the
relationship of naval and land forces. Like Jomini, Corbett
was concerned with lines of operations, but hes contradicted
Mahan's purely naval thought. Instead, he proposed that no
separation be drawn betveen army and naval operations.

He regarded the flest and aray as a single force, the
action of which should be coordinated in purpose to achieve a
united goal. Corbett, unlike Mahan, subverted naval strategy
as a part of a larger maritiae strategy. This maritiaes
strategy deterained the novements of the fleet in relation to

the actions of land forces. Corbett encouraged coordination




because he determined that it was impossible for sea powver
alone to decide the ocutcome of any war.¥® He realized:
since men live upon the land and not upon the ssa. great
issues between nations at war have always been decided——
except in the rarest cases—either by wvhat your army can
do against your enemay's territory and national life or
else by the fmar of what the fleet makes it possible for
your aray to do.®
Like Jomini, Corbett considered elements of the wvar plan
essential. Rather than specifically address the importance
of the lines of operations, Corbett generalized and professed
that the paramount concern of maritiae strategy was to
determine the mutual relations of a nation's aray and navy in
a war plan. Corbett echoed Clausevitz that the wvar reflect
the aim of political policy.4
Corbett further borrowed from Clausewitz in his
exanination of the various forms of var and found that
of fense and defense are mutually complementary.®? Amphibious
operations exhibit the synthesis of different aspects of
varfare. The amphibious commander. in attempting to bring
combat pover to besar on the defendsr, is concurrently
protecting or defending his force to preserve coabat power.
Like Sun Tzu. Corbett advocated deception and surprise and
maintained that the advantage was usually secured by the side
vhich seized the initiative, either by dexterity or stealth.®
Corbett provided an outstanding example of deception and
uncertainty. Unsure of a threatened English invasion,

Napoleon ordered his Conscription Director:

to vork out a scheaes for providing a pesraanent force of no

10




less than 300,000 men from the National Guard to defend

the French coasts. "Vith 30,000 men in transport [ships]

at the Downs, " the Eaperor wrote, "the English can

paralyze 300,000 of my army."#
Thus, the threat of an amphibious assault force fixed a
defensive aray ten times its size. Although amphibious
forces may not alvays fix large land armies, the same
situation occurred in the Gulf Var. An afloat Marine
Expeditionary Brigade fixed either ten or elesven Iraqi
Divisions along the Kuwaiti Coast.4 In addition to
identifying a strategy relevant to this day. Corbett defined
the maritine var phases as: first, seize the territorial
objective; second, force an attenuated of fensive on the
eneay. finally. return to the tactical offensive to force the
enemy to accept the situation.®

Thus, Corbett dalinaai:ad the manner in which aray and
naval forces are integrated to achieve a common goal. The
nid-twentieth century theorist and Naval Var College
consultant Herbert Rosinski studied theory and proposed to
restrict this combined influence., choosing to define the
linit of sea power's capacity to impose in land struggles as
the maxinum range of naval gunnery.¥ More recently, Colonel
John Varden, USAF, a National Var College student. recognized
the potential of new technologies and loosened this limit.
Varden allowad more flexibility, stating that "the

theater commander must determine vhether he can best attain
his objective with air, sea, or land forces.*® Vardem,

however. would limit the assets available to a commander.

11




Like the early air theorist Douhet., Varden believes that air
supericrity is the number one goal of all forces.49 WVarden
defines air superiority as "having sufficient control of the
gir to make air attacks on the eneay without serious
opposition and . . . incursions."® Varden states that "if
air superiority is accepted as the first goal. then clearly
all operations must be subordinated to its attainment. "3

Varden, therefore, might liait the air assets available
to a commander conducting an assault concurrent with major
air operations. In doing so, Varden would force this
coamander to rmly on other foras of fires to support the
operation. If one accepts that the goal of air superiority
applies to carrier-based aviation, as well as land-based
assets, then naval surface fires take on increased iaportance
in their comtribution to amphibious assault operations.

HISTORICAL EXAMINATIONS

An exaaple of amphibious wvarfare, the landing at
Gallipoli in Vorld Var I gave credence to the preaise that
"of all the operations in war, historically the most
difficult and dangerous has besen to mcunt an assault from the
sea."2 An examination of this landing illustrates the
employment of fires in support of amphibious operations.

This operatior vas designed to remove pressure on the
stalenated Vestern Front and support Russian allies by
threatening Entente forces on a front perceived as vulnerable

by Allied leaders. Great expectations vere placed on the
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ability of a force to quickly gain success by bombarding
Constantinople and knocking Turkey out of the war. This

reasoning vas encouraged by earlier:

achiesvemnents of heavy hovitzer against the forts of Liege
and Namur [in Belgium] were generally believed by
[British] ainisters to presage the success of modern naval
gunfire—especially the newv 15-inch guns—against the
antiquated vorks at the Dardanelles. Above all it vas
felt that no great harm would be done, even if the
operation failed. If satisfactory progress [vas] not
made, the bombardment could be broken off and the fleet
could steam awvay.S?

Unfortunately, this operation failed to force the Dardanelles
and alerted the opposition.® Sir Vinston Churchill, the
First Lord of the Admiralty. remained optianistic and becaae
convinced that an assault of the Gallipoli Peninsula wvas
possible. It was later charged that Churchill erred and
‘over-estinated the value of naval guns with low trajectory
against land defenses. S
This over-estimate resulted from the belief that the new

15—-inch guns would bea nore effective than past systems,
because they represented, to this tiaes, the largest guns sver
made. The values of these systems, however, "in support of
the aray ashore . . . was proved a disappointaent.*® The
British belief in the decisive nature of a bombardaent was
unfounded. It wvas determined that:

a bombardment of the bsach defenses by flat-trajectary

guns—especially vhen the defenses cannot be accurately

located beforehand-—can in no wvay be compared in effect

with the preliainary bombardment and barrage fire of land

operations. The naval shells are not man-killing
projectiles. ¥
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These guns and projectiles were designed and constructed
to defsat the heavy armor of other battleships. Thus, these
systeas vere employed at Gallipoli in a manner for which they
wvere not designed. The bombardments that preceded the
landings did not accomplish the desired results becauss:
the guns [{vere of high velocity and] flat trajectory. only -
fired [armored piercing] shells that vere inefficient
against defiladed infantry positions, so that the
assailants ran up against the defenders. whose resistance
remained intact .58
In addition to the problems of unsuitable weapons and
ordnance, command and control probleas prevented the landing
force from maximizing the naval fire support assets
available, as "both the aray and navy in these esarly days had
everything to learn with regard to the best mmans of
directing and controlling naval fire on shore targets."®
Communications of fire support aissions vas a major obstacle.
The British navy had planned to communicate with aray
personnel ashore via visual signals, radios, and aircraft.
As the situation developed. this planning proved futile
because, except in emergencies, naval radios were not
available to answer calls for fire. For the majority of this

operation. then, the only form of reliable ship-to-shore

communications became messengers. Their transport vas

provided by steaa launch, and the liaited numbers and .

unreliability of these vessels exacerbated the command and

control difficulties encountered.®
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Other expedients adopted to ensure adequate naval
surface fire support worked vell and remain in use today.

Map locations were referenced to a common grid systea to
ensure communication of desires. and naval units were
authorized to fire on Turkish troops or gquns clearly visible.
Despite these arrangeaents, fire support was still
cunbersoae. It wvas not unusual to experience fire support
delays of over an hour betveen the placement of requests and
the delivery of ordnance on target wers common.é!

Even if naval surface fire support vas obtained, its
effact vas neither devastating nor lasting. Positions bought
under fire wvere often reoccupied after the bhombardment vas
lifted.® The effects of naval surface fires vere liaited
against prepared positions. General Sir Ian Hamilton. the
landing force commander, frustratedly exclaimed, “the shots
from our naval guns, smashing as their impact appears, might
as well be confetti for all the effect they have. . . . °63

This fire support. hovever. initially had a significant
noral effect on the opposing troops. Once the eneay bacame
avare of the linited eoffect armor-piercing projectiles had on
prepared defenses, this effect ceased. The Allied soldiers
still continusd to appreciate the sound of the projectiles
overhead, and mistakenly believed they badly hurt the Turks.®

Conversely. Allied soldiers suffered under the strain of
eneay machine guns and the defensive trench systeas once

stalemate occurred. These eneay defenses represented a

13




difficult obstacle. Hard to discern. even by observation
balloons. their comstruction was such that the ship's flat-
trajectory armor-piercing rounds had little or no effect .

On exposed troops, hovever. naval surface fire support
vas coordinated and effective in several instances. The
battleship 4/bian "effectively stopped [an enemy] counter-
attack [and] the incident undoubtedly had much to do with the
delay on the remainder [of the] French fromt."% Other
attacks by massed troops were disrupted by supporting ships. ¢
One incident represented a vatershed for the landing. A
counterattack was hroken, and:

this incident, plainly visible to the Turks in other
portions of the line. had a marked effect. For over three
nonths, the Turks made no further attempt at Anzac [beach]
by daylight over ground that was in direct view of the
supporting ships .

Fire support, howvever, vas not a panacea for this or
other assaults of the period. In a manner siailar to the
Somne of fensive, once stalemate occurred, fire support vas
neither capable of reducing an entrenched eneay nor able to
guarantee the advance of infantry. Additionally. shortages
reduced the amount of ordnance available. long lines of
comaunication from Europe to the Aegean Sea exacerbated the
hardship. Ais a result., the shells expended in support of the
landing dininished:

26-28 April (D+1 to D+3). 14.444 rounds fired.
05-09 May (D+10 to D+14). 3.489 rounds fired.

This decline contributed to the deaise of Allied morale and
oased the strain on the eneay. Although a real problea,

16




logistic constraints wvere not the cause of fire support
teraination. The recent sinking of the Zusrtania raised
concerns over the aenace offered by eneay submarines.®
These fears vere justified, for it vas the German
submarine threat that led to the cessation of fire suppoxt.
The German submarine 7-2/ sank the British battleship Zriuapk
off the Gallipoli Peninsula. The British flest commznder:
at once ordered all his capital ships to withdrawal to the
safety of Murdos Harbor [a Greek Island removed from the
landing sites], save for the old battleship AMajastic,
vhich remained with the destroyer off [the Gallipoli
Peninsula], until she too was sunk by 7-21.7
After further stagnation, the Allies accepted failure
and wvithdrew. Following the end of Vorld Var I, "the history
of the Gallipoli debacle became a textbook example and
convinced nost staff planners that any daylight assault
against a defended shore vas impossible."” These planners
believed that it wvas esasy to defeat this style of attack at
the shoreline, because the amphibious landing process was too
slorv and the landing force too exposed to defending fires.
The United States Navy lacked the luxury of disaissing
the amphibious varfare option. The Japanese threat in the
Pacific between Vorld Vars I and II was credible. As such,
the Pacific war plan required forces to seize airfields to
defeat predicted early Japansse gains in a Pacific conflict,
vhich aany planners regarded as inevitable.”? Thus, the Navy
and Marine Corps team expended much effort and expense during

the 1920s and 1930s studying Gallipoli, developing amphibious
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doctrine, and practicing landings. These extensive efforts
resulted in the 1934 publication of the Ientative Ianding
Operations Mapual. This document:
outlined six major operations as being essential [to the
conduct of amphibious operations]: (1) command
relationships; (2) naval gunfire support: (3) aerial
support; (4) ship—-to-shore movement:. (5) securing the
beachhead; and (6) logistics.”?
The doctrine addressed the issues of naval gunfire support
femasibility, fire control coordination and communications,
and provided solutions for their conduct.” These solutions
were demonstrated and refined the numercus aaphibious
operations conducted in World Var II. So effective vas the
developed technique that Lisutenant General Kuribayashi,
coamander of the Japaness forces at Ivo Jima, informed his
superiors that:
however fira and stout pillboxes you may build at the
beach, they will be destroyed by bombardment of [the] main
araanent of the battleships. Power of the American
varships and aircraft makes every landing operation
possible to vhatever beachhead they like .’
Though successful, these Pacific amphibious operations of the
United States vere characterized by heavy loss of life by
both the landing force Marines and their ship-based naval
support units. This support shipping presented a lucrative
target and vas the subject of intemsive attack from eneay sea
and air platforas.
The amphibious operations at leyte and Okinawva toward
the end of Vorld Var II introduced a new challenge to the

survival of these ships. It appeared in the fora of suicide
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attacks from the sky on 01 November 1944. Of six ships that
suf fered suicide crashes that day. four crashes were probably
deliberate kamikaze ar cka attacks.’® Although ships suffered
air attacks throughout the war, this threat vas agre aenacing
because the damage inflicted by the crashed aircraft caused
greater destruction than bombs or torpedoes.

The number of suicide attacks pmaked during operations
at Okinava. Between 26 March and 07 Junes 1945, 368 ships
wers damaged in this manner.” Approximately 7,830 aircraft
were sacrificed by the Japaness.™ but the realized return was
significant. Even though the U. S. possessed air superiority
and picket destroyers were deployed to provide warning,
battle damage forced five of eleven ZLssex-class carriers to
vithdrav.” Concera over Xasrkaze attacks was great, and
Adaniral Spruance reported to Admiral Nimitz:

the skill and effectiveness of enemy suicide air attacks
and the rate of loss and damage to ships are such that all
available means should be employsd to prevemt further
attacks. Recommend all available attacks with all
available planes. .9
Nimitz concurred, but despite the increased effort to defeat
this threat, the Navy's tasikazeinflicted casualties during
the Okinava campaign were significant. Naval losses
represented 39% killed and 13% wounded of the total American
battle casualties suffered in this campaign.’! Great effort

vas expended. but the Navy was never able to defeat this
threat. and suffered losses accordingly.
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Thus. the Navy concluded its action in Vorld Var II with
an operation that demanded a respect from ships engaged in
fire support operations. Boabardments telegraphed the
arrival of an assault and forewarned the defender. The
longer the bombardment, the greater the warning. Loss of
surprise alloved the defender reaction time to plan for a
counter-attack of the assaulting force. The predicament of
sufficient bombardasnt versus tooc much wvarning troubled many
anphibious warriors. Consideration for this dileama would
play greatly in planning for the next major amphibious
assault performed by the Navy and Marine Corps team. This
operation at Inchon during the Korean Conflict resmphasized
one® of the lessons learned in previous landings: the
inportance of surprise in amphibious operations.

The assault at Inchon, Korea in September, 1950 absorbed
the lesson of surprise and represented a transition in
anphibious warfare. Although demonstrated during the landing
at Tinian during Vorld Var 1I where “manesuver varfare and
surprise, not brute force, gave the Marines their aost
effective landing of the war, "® this technique represented
the exception, rather than the rule, during Varld Var II.

Inchon manifested the departure of amphibious operations
from warfare bassd upon attrition. Although still an attack
of a defending eneay, Inchon was based on surprise and
maneuver versus overwvhelaing firepower and attrition.

General Macirthur desired an:




anphibious landing of a tvo-division corps in rear of
eneay lines for [the]lpurpose of enveloping and destroying
eneay forces in conjunction with [a land] attack from
[the] south by [the] Eighth Aray. I am firmly convinced
marly and strong effort behind his front wvill sever his
aain lines of communication and enable us to deliver a
decisive and crushing blow. . . . The alternative is a
frontal attack vhich can only result in a protracted and
expensive campaign.$

MaciArthur reasoned that the bulk of the enemy's combat pover
was committed against forces within the Pusan periaeter.
Although a frontal attack to break out of the perimeter wvas
possible, he predicted it would cause one hundred thousand
Allied casualties. MacArthur believed that “the North
Koreans were unprepared for an enveloping attack, lsast of
all at such a place as Inchon."¥
Many detracted from the concept of a landing at Inchonm,

hovever. MNeabers of the Joint Chiefs of Staff found the
suggested landing a gamble, but MaciArthur considered their
arguments and decided in favor of an assault. He believed
that "the aaphbious landing is the most poverful tool we
have."® MacArthur further felt that the landing must be
conducted deep in the eneay rear to be effective, a belief
deeply rooted in his personal theory of varfare. MNaciArthur
perceived that:

the deep envelopaent, based on surprise, which severs the

eneny supply lines, is and alvays has been the nost

decisive maneuver of var. A short envelopaent, which

fails to envelop and leaves the eneay's supply system

intact, merely divides your own forces and can lesad to

heavy loss and even jeopardy.%

The real question remained not the type of operation

desired. but rather how to support it. The gunfire support
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officer strenuously objected to Inchon as the landing site.
He prepared a list of all possible obstructions to the
conduct of a landing:. Inchon possessed all of the undesirable
characteristics.¥ Perhaps for this reason, MacArthur chose
Inchon. He reasoned that the eneay commander would also
analyze the problem and determine that no force would
consider landing at such an inhospitable location.®®

Due to the restricted nature of the channel approach to
Inchon, no cruisers or battleships could risk entering the
harbor to provide support. If such a vessel grounded, the
channel would be blocked and the landing complicated or
terainated. Thus. the only naval surface fire support
eaployed were three aedium—rocket-landing—ships and six
destroyers armed with S5-inch naval guns. The destroyers
anchored in the channel and brought the island that dominated
the landing area under fire. The plan called for two
separate fire support periods of one hour duration: the fire
support ships did not remain in the harbor during lov tide
because of the probability of grounding or stranding.®

During the first period, the six destroyers fired 998
rounds and succeeded in silencing enemy gun positions, but
not vithout loss. Three of the destroyers were hit by anti-
tank fire from the beach, but suffered only superficial
danage and one death.%

A damaged ship wvas removed from action and five

destroyers returned on the next tide for the second support




period. The destroyers received no fire while they bombarded
their targets for forty ainutes. These ships fired 1732
rounds during seventy-five ainutes of action and silenced all
opposition. %

The following morning the assault wvas made under the
direct support of the medium—-rocket-landing-ships. Naval
fires suppaorted the landing by destroying heavy weapons that
could have damaged or destroyed amphibious shipping as it
approached the landing site. "D-Day operations were
completed on schedule with all objectives taken, at a cost of
but 21 killed and 175 wounded.*?” Marking the transition of
amphibious operations from attrition to maneuver wvarfare,
MacArthur shoved that:

amphibious varfare in not siaply the delivery of troops
ashore adainistratively, but the prosecution of land
operations using the seaward flank, with all the attendant
advantages of mobility, surprise, and the scope for
ingenuity and variation.®

DOCTRINE

An amphibious assault is defined by joint doctrine as
“an attack launched from the sea by naval and landing forces
embarked in ships or craft involving a landing on a hostile
shore. "™ This doctrine states that this assault represents
the principle type amphibious operation.®® Marine Corps
doctrine for the conduct of these assaults has evolved to

reflect the lessons of the past and is based on maneuver.

Doctrine for this mansuver varfare nov professes the




complementary and dependent nature of fire and maneuver and
separates mansuver from attrition as a difference in style.%

This style differs in that mansuver steas from a desire
to get around a problea and attack it from positional
advantage, rather than saash it frontally through attrition.
Mansuver warfare is a "philosophy that seeks to shatter the
eneay's cohesion through a series of rapid, violent, and
unexpected actions. . . ."Y To accomplish this goal. the aia
of mansuver is "to render the ensmy incapable of resisting by
shattering his moral and physical cohesion . . . rather than
to destroy hia physically through incremental attrition."%®

The Marine Corps’' emerging view of maneuver wvarfare is
embodied in the concept of over-the-horizon amphibious
assault. This concept represents the evolution from
attrition to aansuver varfare because it accepts the
realities of modern wvarfare and the proliferation of
sophisticated technology.”? Sophisticated threats to
anphibious warfare exist in many forms, including detectiom
and tracking by over-head surveillance systemas. Third-world
nations possess access to this information. furnished by
other governaents or private corporaticns.1®

The requireasnt to launch an assault from distance has
evolved in response to the ranges and accuracy of
sophisticated anti-ship systeas.!¥! Many first- and sscond-
vorld countries currently possess such systeas. The Marine

Corps suggests that, by the turn of the century, assaults




against twelve potential third-world opponents would require
an assault from over-the-horizon dues to these dangers.'®
Marine Corps Officers suggest that:
in a MAF-sized assault, this translates into a tactical
aobility requirement to land the assault eleaents of 2
reginental landing teams in 90 minutes over a ship-to-
shore distance of 50 nautical ailes, in either a 2/3-by-
air 1/3-by-surface mode. or the reverse. 13
Combined with the pexceived requirement to support a Marine
Amnphibious Force 7 Amphibious Task Force assault landing with
up to forty-seven fire support ships and six carriers, these
requirenents poss many unansversd questions for amphibious
varriors to ponder.!% One issue regards the fire support of
such an operation from over-the-horizon., because the Marine
Corps desires that suppressive firepover ef fects support
their naneuver.!®® The Marine Corps proposes that:
the ain is not an unfocused applioatidn of firepover for
the purpose of incrementally reducing the eneay's physical
strength. Rather, it is the se/active application of
firepover in support of mansuver to contribute to the
eneay's shock and moral disruption. The greatest values of
firepower is not physical destruction—the cumnulative
offects of vhich are felt only slovly—but the moral
dislocation it causes 106
The Marine Corps does not advocate attrition through
firepover. but rather maneuver to facilitate the
concentration of strength against crriéical/ eneay decisive
points. Rather than the bombardments of Vorld Var II-era
landings., the Marine Corps advocates selective destruction
of key eneay assets., because they place gresater importance

in the potential of surprise. In theory. Navy doctrine




supports this Marine Corps concept of over-the-horizon
amphibious assault . ¥

Current naval doctrine is derived from joint direction
which identifies these fires as a supporting ara in
amphibious operations. This doctrine maintains that "fires
are delivered to destroy or nsutralize defenses capable of
opposing landing and subsaquent operations ashore. *1% Thess
fires aust be coordinated with those of aircraft and
artillery to ensure conservation of assets and safety. This
coordination is based on application of the following
principles:

—Avoid unnecessary duplication of missions.

-Do not unduly endanger friendlies during mission
execution.

-Mininize interference between different aeans of
support.

-Emnploy sach amans of support on aissions best suited
and consistent with its capabilities.

~Control fires at lowest echelon capable of adequately
perforaing this functiom.

~Maintain a common systea of target designation.

All naval surface fire support coordination within the task
force is conducted by a Supporting Aras Coordination Center
(SACC) located on the commander's flagship. Planning of
fires is based on the followving requirements:

—Sufficient ships and spotting assets assigned.

-Sufficient quantities and types of munitions available.

-Adequate sea room and suitable hydrographic conditions
for safe mansuver of ships.

~Maintenance of local sea superiority.

-Positive observation of fire support target areas.

-~Separate coamunication circuits for coordination.

=Sufficient time to effect essential destructive fires.

~Complete integration of naval surface fire support with
landing force scheme of mansuver.!®



These requirements are considered by the amphibious task
force commander, vho is that officer "responsible for the
preparation of the fire support plan., based on the support
requirements presented by the landing force commander, and on

[other] naval requirements."!® Raquirements for support are:
screcned, reconciled, and consolidated at each echelon
through which the requests pass. At the landing force
level, after final screening and coordination, the
requests are collated and constitute the consolidated
naval [surface] fire request. This consolidated request
is submitted . . . to the amphibiocus task force commander.
On the basis of this consolidated request and the
availability of fire support means, daily assignaeats best
suited to meet the landing force requirements are made by
the amphibious task force coamander . it

Assignaent of means constitutes the naval surface fire
support plan. This plan is divided into pre-d-day. d-day,
and post-d-day naval surface fire support plans. These plans
support the conduct of close suypportiag fires in support of
the landing and deewp suypportiag interdiction fires. These
fires are provided by ships in either direct suppart of a
battalion-sized unit, or gmaeral/ support of a reginental-
sized unit or larger. The procedures for the coordination
and conduct of naval surface fire support are addressed in
Naval Varfare Publication 22-2(Rev. B). Supparting Aras in
Aaphibi 0 L 1

Present naval surface fire support can be broken down

into several parts: weapons and equipment. target

acquisition assets: command, control. and communicatioans 113




To understand the capabilities of naval surface fire support,

it is useful to exanine each of these parts.
NEAPONS SYSTENS

The following anissile systeas are currently available in

the fleest inventory to provide naval surface fire support:

Nane Nomenclature Yarhead/Pavioad Range Platfara
Tomahawk Conventiocnal 700nm Various
BGM-109C Unitary ox Ships or
BGM~-109D Submunitions Submarinesi
Harpoon Conventional 70nn Various
SLAM Unknown Shipsits

Tomahawk is a "shoot and forget® precision weapon, vhile
Harpoon(SLiAM) requires guidance from an A-6 bomber or SH-60B
anti-submarine helicopter.116

The following list represents those gun systeas

available to provide naval surface fire support:

Naas Nomenclature Pavload Range Rate of Fire
Rounds Ninute
16-inch 16/50Mk7 19001b (HE) 39.04¢6m 2
27001b (AP) 2
S—-inch S/45Mk54 73.81b (HE) 24.000m 2017
5/45Mk42 73.81b (HE) 23,000m 26
5/38Mk28 73.81b (HE) 16.000m 25
S/730Mk30 73.81b (HE) 23,600m 24118

Although not listed here, the 76mam OTO Melara gun installed
in Oliver Bazard Pesrryp-Class Frigates is capable of providing
self-protection. The lack of an optical sight in the fire
control system and range limitations!!® of the systea prevent
this ship—class from conducting gunfire support .1

Saveral of the above will not be available to support

operations in the future. The Jowa-Class Battleships are




being decommaissioned. WVhether their 16-inch/50calMk? and S5-
inch/38caldk28 systemns wvill remain in the inactive fleet for
reactivation is the subject of debate. !t

An examnination of these wveapons' range capabilities
highlights the limited assets available to provide naval
surface fires in support of over-the-horizon amphibious
assaults. No current guns possess the characteristics
necessary to range the shore from over—-the-horizon.

The Marine Corps considers this limitation of sufficient
importance to issue a point paper proclaiming that "the lomng
range NSFS requireaent remains unfulfilled" and that
“with the planned retirement of the two remaining
battleships, the Navy's ability to provide all weather.
around-the-clock interamediate range NSFS will be lost. 12
'Vhat this point paper fails to examine is whethesr such
support is "necessary and sufficient.” "suitable, feasible.
and acceptable.” and "affordable.’

Based on a 1985 "Naval Surface Fire Support Study," this
paper delinesates a NECESSARY need:

to support over-the-horizon (OTH) amphibious assault
operations [vith a required] all wveather, around-the-clock
long range NSFS capable of [ranging targets] up toc 60
nautical miles.1®
Assuning that this requirement is both required and
NECESSARY, this "indispensable and essential®!?¢ peed is
fulfilled by both the Tomahawvk and Harpoon(SLAM-variant) land

attack nissiles, wvhich both satisfy the requireaent.

Additionally., these systems provide an increase in firepowver
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volune. expanding the ships capable of providing deep fires
to more than 200 platforas.!?S Therefore., these nissiles are
SUFFICIENT to meet the requirement in that they are "enough
to aest the needs of a situation or proposed end®12¢ in teras
of both range and firepower. The SUFFICIENCY of these
systeas is demonstrated in the quantum leap threat that .
Tamahawk provides by the incresased scope of eneay facilities
it places at risk wvhen compared wvith conventional gun
systeas.?? This capability is best exploited in the third-
world nations. Due to their austers infra-structures. the
nunber of critical targets and availability of alternative
facilities is limited. Additionally. relatively few
facilities will be hardened. and the capacity to repair
damage wvill be restricted.1®

Are these aissile systems SUITABLE, "or adapted [for] a
use or purpose"!® in the support of over—the-horizon
anphibicus assaults? These systems deliver ordnance on
target wvith unparalleled accuracy. For reasons of accuracy
and range, "Tomahawk land-attack missiles [and Harpoom(SLAN)]
are SUITABLE for eaployment in three general strike roles:
defense suppression., interdiction and surgical strike. "1®

The SUITABLE anissions for these wveapons are limited
only by imagination. To apply the principle of surprise,
preeaptive attacks might target decisive points such as an
adversary'’'s naval assets, fuel and ammunition stockpiles,

air-defense facilities, or key logistical infrastructure




sites in an effort to deliver or support a fatal blow.! This
surprise could be achieved by Tomahawk-capable nuclear
subaarines able to move covertly and launch their nissiles
undetected .12

As proof of surprise, it must be noted that Tomahawk
aissiles that struck their targets in Baghdad with as much if
not mare staalth than their mannad one hundred aillion dollar
counterparts, the F-117 Fighters.!® The performance of these
veapans systeas during the Gulf Var fully demonstrated the
FEASIBILITY or "capability"!¥* thess weapons possess in their
ability to deliver ordnance. It is this ability that
represents the paramount criterion for the evaluation of any
weapons systea.l

Tomahawk nissiles also possess the ability to hoae on
selected active radars. 1% providing the ability to goad an
eneay into turning on air-defense radars so anti-radiation
Tomahavks can destroy thea.!” Finally, a variant of Tomahawk
nissiles can attack multiple targets, deploying subaunitions
at each site. The subaunitions can destroy aircraft and soft
targets.!3® Thus, it is FEASIBLE for individual Toaahawk
aissiles to perfora the amission of several strike aircraft.

Of great value, then, is the ACCEPTABLE or
*satisfactory”!’® sanner in which thess weapons execute their
aissions. These nissiles may compleaent the employment of
subsequent strike aircraft aissions by softening ox

destroying bheavily defended targets and preventing
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unnecessary attrition of manned aircraft.!4® thereby
preserving the reusable assst. In addition to preserving
aircraft sortie=, cruise amissiles have the ability to attack
highly defended targets without endangering pilot’'s lives.
Cruiss aissiles, due to their pinpoint accuracy (circular
error of probabilities betveen one and ten fest). may attack
their target with less collateral damage to nmsarby civilian
installations than may be caused by manned aircraft attack.!¥!

Thus, it is more ACCEPTABLE to send a cruise nissile
into danger than an aircrait. Reasonable men demonstrate a
natural reluctance to accept unnecessary casualties in one's
own forces. This desire to limit casualties extends to the
eneay civilian population as well, and is manifested by a
desire not to incur public outcry over human rights
violations of innocent victims located near nilitary
targets!2 The ex-Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for
Surface Varfare eloquently summed up this argument after the
Gulf War. He qusstioned "why is a man still required to
bring his airplane to the target, risking his machine and
hinself, just to line up the sight?“} Technology has
obviated this requirement of endangering men's lives to
deliver ordnance on target. At issue, then, is vhether or
not it is AFFORDABIE to employ thess systeas in support of
over-the-horizon aaphibious assault operations.

The AFFORDABILITY or ability "to manage or bear [the]

cost [of use of these missiles) without serious loss or




detrinent "4 represents one of the best arguments in favor of
these uses of the Tomahavk and Harpoon(SLAM) in support of
anphibicus operations. Some would choose to argus that
Tomahavks are expensive veapons and will be scarce when
compared to the inventory of iron bombs and non-
technologically advanced projectiles .45 Tomahawks, howvever,
are:
expensive compared to vhat? Ths Tomahawk is usually
compared to an iron bomb; [1.2] aillion dollars versus
$55.000. The comparison excludes the launching platform—
the airplane, its equally expensive support system., and
people. The Navy or Air Force attack aircraft or bomber
requires pilots and maintenance crews—people vho aust be
paid, trained, and housed. Several thousand cruise
aissiles might require no aore than a dozen technicians.
Furthermore, cruise anissiles do not require air bases with
comaissaries and government quarters.i®
In teras of dollars, then, the cruise aissile represents a
bargain. These aissiles can protect and conserve valuable
reusable assets and generate local air superiority
penetrating third-generation integrated air defense systeas
(IADS) . This act would then allow manned aircraft to
deliver ordnance on eneay targets with reduced risk, as
recently demconstrated.

Just like any expensive asset, however, these nissiles:
should be reserved for those targets worth the cost. The
Tomahawk is capable of penstrating sophisticated target
defensexs and delivering its warhead with precise accuracy.
If the "cost” of the aission is driven by expected
aircraft attrition rates, or if the air ving is othervise
engaged, then the Tomahawk is an appropriate choice of
strike weapon.!4

A final point concerning AFFORDABILITY of cruise aissiles

renains the consideration of downed airmen. These prisoners—
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of-var become political bargaining chips to their captors as
their lives become asdia currency, as shown during the
Vietnam Conflict . The political impact of this issue alone
nay represent the cost a nation is unable or unwilling to
bear in any conflict short of total war. In light of this
consideration., cruise missiles in support of future over-the-
harizon amphibiocus as=ault operations represent an AFFORDABLE
and relatively risk—-frees asset.

One author estimates., however., that in a global war with
the Soviets before the year 2000, approximately 600 Tomahawks
might be required in support of the Northern NATO area
alons.'¥ If this estimate is correct., one wonders if the
inventory of these weapons will be SUFFICIENT to support a
regional conflict of this scale, much less a global scenario.
Nevertheless, it remains illogical to "hazard a aanned
aircraft vhen a projectile will do the job. “15! and aissile
systeazs have demonsirated the ability to perform strike
aissions as well if not bestter than manned aircraft armed
with precision aunitions.

COMMAND AND CONTROL

Of great concern to commanders and mission planners are
the command and control aspects of employing these assets.
The Tomahavk mission planning mechanisa is part of what aust
be described as an avkward varfighting system.!® The most
eabarrassing aspect of Tomahavk employment remains its

planning systea. This process is perforasd in tvo phases.




Phase one consists of launch and over-wvater flight planning
and is done on the launch platfora. requiring minutes to
several hours to perform. Fhase two planning generates
survival routes to the target, includes considerations of
terrain avoidance and target defenses. and is done ashore at a
theater aission planning center.!53

Phase twvo aission planning is a challenge and represents
the shortfall in the system. Avkward and complex, it is
unresponsive and cannot support battlefield flexibility
requirements. An individual nission can take months to
prepare if the required terrestrial maps are not available.
Under best-case conditions., this process may still require
days.!™ due to the requirement for extreme accuracy of data in
support of the weapons' precision navigation flight paths.
Current phase two mission planning times depend on the amount
of precision flight path target data readily available:

-Digital scenes and maps available = 48 hours.

-Maps available but no digital scenes = 10-14 days.

-No maps available = 30 days.!s
The long lead-time issue, then, becones the extremely
detailed maps required to programn the flight data of these
weapons' over-land flight profiles. To improve the
tineliness of map production, the Navy is procuring the
“NAVSTAR" matellite system. This system has an estimated in-
service date of 1993. The amount of time in the planning

process that NAVSTAR vill save remains classified.'® Thus,

planning tim® remains the liaiting factor in Tomahawk




eaployrent. Vorld-wvide map coverage in the Tomahawk data
base vill enhance the situation, but the enormous cost of
this project and the time required to generate this data
still places a solution to this problea yvears in the future.

Currently, the Cruise Nissile Support Activity maintains
the Tomabavk mission repository.!” This facility maintains an
extensive library of pre-planned missions that represent
numerous scenario and contingency situations.’® These pre—
plianned aissions are stored on magnetic discs (DTDs) and are
hand-carried to the launch platforas prior to their sailing
to sma.’® Once a mission is locaded into the launch platfora's
databass, existing missions may be modified to facilitate
ainor changes in target location or nissile flight profile. 16
The system is still inflexible, though, as theses contingesncy
aissions must be anticipated and are not very tailorable to
energent requirements.

TARGET ACQUISITION

Target acquisition has always been a challenge in long-
range fire support situations. Historically. target
destection and observation of fires wvere perforaed by ground-
based observers or asrial spotters.

During the Vietnam Conflict. the use of remotely piloted
vehicles (RPVs) increased extensively in response to losses
of reconnaissance aircraft. DBetween 1964 and 1965, over 3435
RPY sorties vere flown in Southeast Adsia.¥! RPVs saved lives

and avoided the political ramifications of captured




aircrevs.'? More recently, Israel has successfully utilized
RPVs against Soviet-made and Syrian-operated air-defense
systems. These RPVs have served in aultiple roles including
electronic countermsasures, photo-reconnaissance, and
deception.!%? Their resclution can approach the accuracy
enjoyed by more sophisticated overhead imagery systems at a
fraction af the cost.

The Navy started RPY operations after losing several
aircraft over Lebanon in 1983. Theses RPVs were purclkased
from Israel and vere utilized for reconnaissance and naval
surface fire support spotting.!¥ The Navy currently operates
Pioneer RPVs. These platforms have a ceiling of 15,000 feet,
travel at speeds up to 70 knots, and have an operating range
of 100 nautical miles. Coupled wvith an endurance of 9 hours,
this vehicle is well suited for multiple roles. .16

This Pioneer system performed well in the Gulf Var.
These vehicles flew 533 sorties and logged 1,688 flight-hours
and ranged up to 75-80 nautical miles from their control
stations.® Although twvelve of these vehicles wvere lost
during the conflict, the manufacturer believes that only two
vers combat losses .’ Additionally, these vehicles cobserved
all 16-inch battleship gun firings and were continucusly
airborne during Desert Stora.$$

The advantage of the Pioneer RPV system lies in a video
data link'® which provides real-time reconnaissance, fall-of-

shot observation and adjustaent, and battle damage
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assessaent .!™ This asset enables commanders to: observe
targets from ranges safe at sea; update aissile flight paths
to reflect verified real-tine target location: observe
ordnance impact on target: and conduct battle damage
assessaent in possibly the same sortie. Combined with
information from national assets, the commander may maintain
a rmal-tine view of a portion of the battlefield.
CONCLUSIONS

The foundations of modern amphibious warfare are
traceable to the "classical® and modern theorists. Their
thoughts influesnced the esvolution of amphibiocus operations to
its present form. Modern amphibious warriors applied the
theorists' concepts and recognized that an amphibious assault
conducted in the old style of attrition varfare is no longer
possible. The proliferation of modern acquisition and fire
systeas to numerous nations, including those in the third-
warld, has forever changed the conduct of war and
necessitated amphibious operation’'s evolution to incorporate
naneuver varfare. This change is reflected in current Marine
Corps doctrine and embodied in their concept of over—the-
horizon assault.

Historical sxperience supports this concept. The
vulnerability of concentrated amphibious shipping close to
eneay shore has represented a lucrative target in the past.
The challenges of modern anti-surface, anti-submarine, and
anti-air varfare and the difficulties posed by the near-shore




environment are exacerbated by the threat offered by
relatively inexpensive shallow-water aines. Thus, the Marine
Corps anticipates launching over-the-horizon assaults from
approximately fifty nautical miles off the coast. In this
variant of amphibious warfare., naval asphibious shipping and
surface fire support ships have also been forced seavard and
bayond the range of existing conventicnal gun systeacx.
Therefore, the Navy possesses only two systeas., both
nissiles, to support amphibious over—the-horizon assaults.

As limited as these assets may be, it is possible that
Tomahawk and Harpoon(SLAM) can provide sufficient deep fires
in support of these assaults. By maximizing the principles
of surprise, speed, and the element of shock, the Navy and
Marine Corps team can conduct fire support of over—-the-
horizon assaults. MNany difficulties., however. must be
overcoas to suppart this evolution.

Sufficient planning time must be allotted by the
political and military commanders to allov for the
construction of the individual Tomahawk missile missions.
Dedicated support of a Theater Cruise Missile Planning Center
would greatly assist in this endsavor, but state-side
technical assistance is still required to compress the time
required to construct these aission packages.

Additionally, depending on the size of the landing., aany
launch platforas may be required to support the launching of

thess nissions. In this regard, the Navy's principle of




*distributed firepower® will suppart future assaults.

*Cruise anissiles distributed among many smaller ships [will)
spread the naval strike capability"! and distribute the
workload among numerous ships, thus reducing the
vulnerability of the attack plan should one of the vessels
fail to launch its aissiles due to battle damage or other
casualty. Following establishaent of a secure lodgement, the
fire support ships could then close the beach to employ their
S—inch guns in close support of the landing or to defeat a
counterattack.

For those wvho doubt the utility of these aissile
systens, the Secretary of the Navy's assessaent of their
potential for the future should suffice:

the effective employment of Tomahawk nissiles against Iraqg
from battleships, attack submarines, cruisers., and
destroyers is a precursor of the multi-aission utility we
aust continus to emphasize in the future.l?
At issums, however, are the command and control aspects of
these aissile systems. The time required to plan these
missions nust be reduced to take advantage of the near real-
times nature of emerging surveillance and reconnaissance
systeas. Additionally, real-time reconnaissance assets must
be distributed to fire support capable ships. These RPVs
represent cheap assets that deliver big returns on the
investaent by providing real-time targeting and battle damage
assessaent. Additionally, they conserve manned aircraft
sorties. Perhaps VADM Metcalf, USN(Ret) said it best when he

quipped that “the aystique of Top Gun is great, but so vas
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the romance of the horse cavalry.®!? Just as the inventor Sam
Colt said over a hundred years ago, "never send a man vhere
you can send a bulleti{*™ Now that the United States Navy
possesses the technology. planners should apply it vhere it
can best contribute., because an obvious lesson of the Gulf
Var is that technology works.!s and this trend may vell
continue. If so, then margin of this advantage may diainish
as other countries atteapt to exploit thepossibilities of
emnrging saart munitions. The importance of technological
consideration in modern wvarfare is critical. So much so,
that if Clausewitz wvas alive today:

he would not only be unable to ignore the role of

technology in war, but would actually incorporate it into

his basic theoretical framework as an iaportant

independent force.l%

IMPLICATIONS
To fully support the concept of over—the-horizon
amnphibious assault, the United States Navy and Marine Corps
tean nust resxanine all aspects of aaphibicus varfare. Every
supporting arm of amphibious varfare requires redefinition to
align them with the realities of technology and its impact om
amodern combat. A double-edged sword, technological
advanceaent has created as many probleas as it has solved.
This advanceasnt has grsat potential to solve the

difficulties posad by over—-the-horizon amphibious assault.
Inproveaents in transportation have created the LCAC (Landing
Craft Air—Cushioned) and tilt-rotor aviation systeas to

overcoa® the time and space difficulties posed by over—the—
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horizon distances. In the area of fire support. hovever,
additional application is required to make this supporting
ara more responsive. The United States Navy must develop a
Tomahawk planning system that allows more flexibility in
weapons systeas employment than curreatly available. This
systea must possess the inherent flexibility to support
emnergent calls-for—-fire in response to changing battlefield
conditions. Vithout that flexibility, this system does not
possess the flexibility to support Marins Corps forces ashore
*in extremis.” Vithout this ability to respond to short-
notice calls for "emergency” fire support. no landing foxce
commander vill feel comfortable with the level of support his
task force commander can provide.
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